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that cannot be said or communicated by means of language but
can be said or communicated by works of art. Works of
art may serve as vehicles of illumination and enlightenment, but
they do not do so, by saying that unsayable, communicating the
incommunicable. However, to deny that works of art are essen-
tially or necessarily vehicles of communication of information is
jiot thereby to make art a trivial concern.

Bergson draws the most radical contrast between art and
language. For him, art functions more as a source of pure
jnetaphysical insight and understanding than as a purposefully
employed medium of human communication. "So art ... has no
other object than to burst aside the utilitarian symbols, the
-conventional and socially accepted generalities; in short, every-
Ihing that veils reality from us, in order to bring us face to face
with reality itself."7 Bergson views art as portraying something
essentially concrete, individual, non-conventional and thus
uniquely real.

Frail's view shares much in common with this Bergsonka
critique of language. Prall holds that there is a qualitative
experiential content presented in experience from which language
abstracts and generalizes for purely practical or theoretical
reasons; where for Bergson language distorts through somehow
reshaping that which is given, for Prall language is unfaithful to
reality because it fails to adequately preserve or reproduce
everything which is originally given, specially a certain 'feeling*
which Prall claims is always found in the aesthetic surfaces of
things directly experienced.8 Therefore, though Bergson
and Prall differ with respect to precisely how language
distorts or alters experience, both agree that language does in
fact fail to faithfully represent reality as it is* In each
case, this is a deficiency from which art is supposed to be
peculiarly free.
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